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Statenent of the Case

This case is a petition for the assessnent of a civil
penalty filed by the Secretary of Labor against Vecellio &
G ogan, Incorporated, under section 110 of the Federal M ne
Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C. § 820. A hearing was
held on May 8, 1996, and the parties have submtted post hearing
briefs.

Section 110(a) of the Act, 30 U. S.C. § 820(a), provides that
a mne operator of a facility covered under the Act where a
violation of a mandatory health or safety standard occurs, shal
be assessed a civil penalty. It is well settled that the Secre-
tary has the burden of proving a violation. Keystone Coal M ning

Corp., 17 FMSHRC 1819, 1838 (Novenber 1995); Southern Ohio Coal
Co., 14 FVMSHRC 1781, 1785 (Novenber 1992); Garden Creek Poca-
hontas, 11 FMSHRC 2148, 2152 (Novenber 1989); Consolidation Coal
Co., 11 FMSHRC 966, 973 (June 1989); Jim Wilter Resources, Inc.,
9 FMSHRC 903, 907 (May 1987). Were a violation is proved,
section 110(i), 30 U.S.C. §8 820(i), sets forth six factors to be
considered in determ ning the appropriate anount of a civil
penalty as follows: gravity, negligence, prior history of viola-




tions, size, ability to continue in business, and good faith
abat enent .

The alleged violation in this case is contained in a citation
i ssued under section 104(d)(1) of the Act, 30 U S.C. 8§ 814(d)(1).
This section provides that where there is a violation that is both
significant and substantial and due to unwarrantable failure, a
citation shall be issued containing such findings. If wthin 90
days the Secretary finds another violation due to unwarrantable
failure, a withdrawal order nust be issued.

The subject citation charges a violation of section 56.12071
of the Secretary’s mandatory standards, 30 C.F. R 8§ 56.12071
whi ch provides as foll ows:

When equi prent nust be noved or operated near
ener gi zed hi gh-voltage powerlines (other than trolley
lines) and the clearance is less than 10 feet, the
lines shall be deenergi zed or other precautionary
measures shall be taken.

Citation No. 4088141, dated April 13, 1995, charges a
violation for the follow ng condition or practice:

A fatal accident occurred at this mne at about
12:05 P.M on April 10th 1995, when a Manitex Boom
Truck, Model No. 1461, boom cane in contact wth,
13,200, Volt Overhead Power Line. The victimwas
hol di ng onto the boom cabl e preparing to hook up for a
lift when the extended boom was swung into the power
line resulting in an el ectrocution.

The foreman (victim was aware of the vicinity of
the power lines and was al so directing the boom opera-
tor by hand signals, this is an unwarrantable failure.

The i nspector who issued the citation found the violation
was significant and substantial and due to high negligence.

At the hearing the parties agreed to the foll ow ng
stipulations (Tr. 5-6):

1. The operator is the owner and operator of the
subject mne, and for purposes of this proceeding the
operator is Wiite Rock Quarries, a division of Vecellio
& Grogan, Inc.;

2. The operator and the mne are subject to the
jurisdiction of the Federal Mne Safety and Heal th Act
of 1977;



3. | have jurisdiction of this case;

4. The inspector who issued the subject citation
was a duly authorized representative of the Secretary
of Labor;

5. A true and correct copy of the subject cita-
tion was properly served upon the operator;

6. Paynent of a penalty will not affect the
operator’s ability to continue in business;

7. The operator denonstrated good faith abate-
ment ;

8. The operator has a |low history of prior viola-
tions for an operator its size;

9. The operator is nmediumin size;

10. The power lines identified in the subject
citation were a three phase wire, 13,200 volts, and not
de-energi zed at the time in question.

St atenent of Facts

White Rock Quarries, where the fatality occurred, is a
i mestone quarry that has been in operation for approxinmately 10
years (Tr. 56). The linmestone is in a | ake and respondent hires
a blasting conpany to do the shooting which is the first step in
the extraction process (Tr. 56). Wen blasting is conpleted,
respondent uses draglines sitting on the |lake to renove the
material and then |l eaves it on the bank to be carried to the bag
plant (Tr. 56, 169). Caterpillar or Euclid 85 ton trucks hau
the material fromthe |ake to the aggregate or processing plant
where the material is broken down into various sizes and fed onto
different belts depending on the size desired (Tr. 57). The
trucks go up a 400 foot ranp which rises about 65 or 70 feet (Tr.
29, 59). \Wen they reach the top of the ranp, the trucks back
into the primary crusher where the truck beds are raised and the
| oads deposited (Tr. 59-60). The ranp is |located next to the
parts storage yard (Tr. 27, 30-32, 180).

In early February 1995, Florida Power and Light, at the
request of respondent, installed a three phase power line with a
vol tage of 13,200 volts (Tr. 21-22, 25-26, Stip. 10). The power
was needed to assenble an electric shovel (Tr. 22). Florida
Power deci ded where the |ine would go and respondent agreed to
the location (Tr. 24-25). The line ran along the toe of the
sl ope created by the ranp and al ong the edge of the parts storage



area (Tr. 27, 36-38). The weight of the evidence indicates that
the power |ine passed over an area immedi ately adjacent to that
part of the storage area where mantels were kept (Tr. 28, 35, 39-
40, 139). Mantels are liners used in the crushing process (Tr.
61) .

Before the power lines were installed, the operator’s
enpl oyees were told about their installation (Tr. 26-27, 231).
Several neetings were held to discuss the lines (Tr. 26-27, 181).
The enpl oyees were told to be careful around the lines (Tr. 222,
230-231). As a general matter, safety neetings were held weekly
and safety materials, including the Enploynment and Safety Policy
Handbook, were given to new enployees (Tr. 51, 65, 217, Exhs. R-
A, R-B). The corporate safety director furnished foremen with a
list of suggested topics for the neetings (Tr. 27). Also, each
new enpl oyee was placed with an experienced enpl oyee for a
m ni mum of 40 hours and if |arge equi pnent was invol ved, the
period could be longer. An enployee would be suspended for three
days for his first safety violation and term nated for his second
offense (Tr. 197-198). Forenen were given the sane training as
regul ar enpl oyees, but there was an increased enphasis on overal
safety supervision (Tr. 67, 179). New forenen were put with
experienced forenen for two weeks and, in addition, the opera-
tions manager to whomall foreman report, spent tine with foreman
trai nees before they were turned | oose (Tr. 174-175). Forenen
were told to make sure that areas were kept clean and safe and
that the enpl oyees worked safely in a safe environnent (Tr. 179).
There were quarterly safety neetings for foremen and they were
given safety materials to hand out at their neetings with the
enpl oyees under their supervision (Tr. 68).

The decedent, James Knapp, was the day shift foreman in
charge of production at the operator’s aggregate plant (Tr. 171).
He had worked at the quarry for over seven years and had been a
foreman for six years (Tr. 69). Prior to becomng a foreman
decedent had been the aggregate plant operator fromthe tine the
pl ant was opened (Tr. 176-177). Wen the plant was opening and
| ater as foreman, decedent spent time with the operations man-
ager, learning and going over how the aggregate plant should be
run (Tr. 177-178). He was very famliar with everything that
occurred at the plant (Tr. 177-178). Because of his skills,
abilities, and attitude decedent was pronoted to foreman (Tr.
177). As foreman, his inmmedi ate supervi sor was the operations
manager (Tr. 171). Decedent supervised 12 to 14 people and
oversaw the running of the plant, including sizing the |inmestone
(Tr. 69, 70, 172). There were seven forenen, all of whomwere
wor ki ng forenen and had been cross trained (Tr. 45, 70). Dece-
dent had been cross trained in all operational matters, but his

4



primary responsibilities were at the aggregate end (Tr. 177). As
part of his supervisory duties, decedent conducted weekly safety
meetings (Tr. 94-96).

Janes Jean was a boomtruck operator who had worked for the
operator for approximately six years when the accident occurred
(Tr. 183, 214). First, he had been a grounds man who cl eaned
t hi ngs up and hel ped wherever needed, and then a nmechanic’s
hel per (Tr. 215). He subsequently becane a boom operator and
performed that job for about three to four years before the
accident (Tr. 218). He was not a supervisor (Tr. 72). He had
gone through standard job and safety training for new enpl oyees
(Tr. 183). Decedent had trained himin all the positions he had
occupied (Tr. 216). Initially, decedent spent 40 hours with the
boom operator, going with himall over the place and showi ng him
everything until he was ready to do his own work (Tr. 216).
Decedent also trained himin the safe operation of the boom truck
(Tr. 218). Decedent had been the boom operator’s supervisor for
five or six years and they worked together three or four tines a
week (Tr. 102, 216, 218).

Respondent’ s Enpl oynent and Safety Policy Handbook requires
t hat when a spotter is necessary, one designated person shall do
all the signaling and use standard hand signals (Exh. R-B, p.
37). The handbook further directs that safe clearances from
el ectrical lines always be maintained and that all owances be nmade
for boom sway, rock or sag and for electrical |ine swaying.
Finally, the handbook provides that a clearance of at |east 10
feet horizontally and vertically nust always be maintai ned
bet ween any part of the crane, |oadline or |oad and any electri-
cal line carrying up to 50,000 volts (Exh. R-B, pp. 38-39).
According to the manual for boomtruck operators, signals shal
be as they are delineated in the manual’s drawi ngs. Al so, under
t he manual the signal person nust be qualified by experience with
t he operations, be know edgeabl e of the standard signals, posi-
tion hinself in clear view of the operator and have a clear view
of the | oad, crane and operating area (Exhs. P-15, R-1).

On April 10, 1995, decedent and the boom operator were
nmoving mantels fromthe storage yard onto the boomtruck (Tr. 43,
44). As already noted, the mantels were in an area i medi ately
adj acent to a point directly under the 13,200 volt powerline (Tr.
28, 35, 39-40, 139). Decedent directed the operation (Tr. 44).
The boom operator swung the boomto pick up the first mantel
W t hout receiving hand signals as required by the boom operator’s
manual and the Enploynent and Safety Policy Handbook (Tr. 220,
Exhs. R B and R 1). The boom operator knew he was supposed to
have a signalman (Tr. 225). The foreman attached the mantel to



the chain at the end of the boom wal ked over to the truck,

wai ted there until the boom operator |owered the mantel onto the
bed of the truck, and then unhooked the mantel fromthe chain
(Tr. 220-221).

After the first mantel was unhooked, decedent did not |let go
of the chain at end of the boom (Tr. 220). When the boom oper a-
tor swng the boomto get the second mantel, decedent gave him
hand signals with one hand while holding the chain with the other
(Tr. 44-45, 219). The operator watched the signals and foll owed
them (Tr. 219). The operator watched decedent and expected
decedent to watch the wres (Tr. 226, 227). Wen lifting mantels
onto the truck, decedent usually told the operator to | ower the
boom but in this instance he did not. The boom was swung over
in an upright position and hit the high voltage line (Tr. 46-48,
120, 220, 225). The operator saw decedent |ying on the ground
and then | ooked up to see the boom touching the high voltage wre
(Tr. 226). Because decedent was hol ding the chain, he was
el ectrocut ed when the boomtouched the wire (Tr. 110, 163).

Concl usi ons

Section 56.12071, supra, requires that high voltage power
i nes be deenergi zed or other precautionary neasure taken, when
equi pnent nust be noved or operated near energized high vol tage
power lines and clearance is less than 10 feet. There is no
dispute in this case that the boomtruck which was bei ng operated
in connection with noving the mantels cane closer than 10 feet to
t he high voltage power lines. The boomtruck actually touched
the wire. There is also no disagreenment that the wires were



energi zed. The issue presented is, therefore, whether respondent
t ook precautionary neasures.

The inspector testified that precautions were not taken
because there shoul d have been three people engaged in noving the
mantel s, one to operate the crane, a second to signal, and a
third to attach the mantel (Tr. 120). However, the inspector
admtted that using three people is not standard procedure in
this type of task and he agreed that there was nothing wong with
a two person team (Tr. 125, 144). |In light of the inspector’s
adm ssions, | conclude that the use of two persons to nove the
mantel s was perm ssible and did not constitute a failure to take
precauti onary neasures.

The inspector further stated that the failure to wear
protective gloves and boots constituted a failure to take precau-
tions (Tr. 120). At one point he expressed the belief that if
t he decedent had worn gl oves, he would not have been el ectrocuted
(Tr. 124). But he also stated that wearing boots and gl oves was
not standard procedure and that he did not know if gloves would
have protected decedent from 13,200 volts (Tr. 124-125, 141-142).
In view of the contradictions in the inspector’s testinony, |
concl ude that the absence of protective boots and gl oves was not
a failure to take precautionary neasures.

Finally, the inspector said that different equi pnent shoul d
have been used and that a boomtruck smaller than the one in this
case is ordinarily used (Tr. 125-126). However, he al so stated
that trucks of this size are used and there is no prohibition
agai nst them (Tr. 126). The use of the boomtruck was therefore,
not i nproper and cannot serve as the basis for finding that
precautionary neasures were not taken.

The inspector’s reasons for finding a violation are however,
not determnative in this proceeding. A hearing has now been
hel d at whi ch docunentary evi dence was recei ved and testinony
given. The matter is before ne for a de novo decision based on
all evidence presently of record.

Respondent has subm tted evidence show ng that weekly safety
meeti ngs were held and that new enpl oyees, including new supervi -
sors, had a period of training during which they were acconpani ed
and trained by an experienced person. | accept this evidence. |
further accept evidence that safety neetings were held before
pl acenment of the power lines to advise conpany enpl oyees of the
installation. As already set forth, the boom operator described



his training including the instructions he received from decedent
who was his foreman. Finally, | accept the statenents of respon-
dent’ s operations manager that decedent was trained as an aggre-
gate plant operator and as a forenan.

Turning to the events of the day the fatality occurred, the
conduct of the individuals involved nust be exam ned to determ ne
whet her there was a violation of the mandatory standard. The
boom operator was watchi ng decedent’s signals, as he had been
taught and trained to do (Tr. 77-78, 99-100, 105, 182, 188, 223).
The boom operator |ooked to the rear of the truck so that he was
facing the signaler and watching his signals (Tr. 77). The
signaler is the boomoperator’s eyes (Tr. 182). No blane atta-
ches to the boom operator with respect to the cited condition or
practice and | conclude that there was no failure on his part to
t ake precautionary neasures.

Wth respect to decedent’s conduct, the evidence denon-
strates that because he held the chain at the end of the boom he
signal ed the boom operator with only one hand (Tr. 85, 219-220,
221). Holding the chain with one hand while signaling with the
ot her was inproper (Tr. 81, 250-251). And hol ding the chain was
t he reason decedent was el ectrocuted when the boomhit the wire
(Tr. 110, 163). Testinony shows that although one man could
signal and hook the mantels, the two tasks were not intended to
be perforned at the sanme tine, but rather in sequence (Tr. 75,
81-82). There was no reason for decedent to have held the chain
whil e he was signaling and no one knew why he did so (Tr. 79, 81,
151, 225). Under nornal operating procedures signaling requires
two hands (Tr. 85). Draw ngs of standard hand signhals in the
boom operator’s manual show that either two hands are required or
that one hand is used to signal while the other is at the sig-
naler’s side (Exh. R-1). No drawi ng shows a signal er performng
another task while he is signaling. The Enploynent and Safety
Pol i cy Handbook whi ch respondent gives its enpl oyees, requires
t hat safe di stances be naintai ned between power |ines and equi p-
ment and that there be at |least a 10 foot clearance horizontally
and vertically between any part of a crane and any el ectri cal
line (Exh. R B, pp. 38-39). Decedent failed to give signals that
woul d have mai ntained the requisite clearance. Based upon the
foregoing, | conclude that decedent violated the mandatory
standard by failing to take precautionary neasures as required by
the standard. On the contrary, he engaged in extrenely dangerous
behavior which resulted in the fatal accident.



The Comm ssion has long held that operators are liable
Wi thout regard to fault for violations of the Mne Act. Fort
Scott Fertilizer Inc., 17 FVMSHRC 1112, 1115 (July 1995). The
Comm ssion’s decisions on this point have been upheld by the
courts. Asarco, Inc., 8 FMSHRC 1632, 1634-36 (Novenber 1986),
aff’d, 868 F.2d 1195 (10th G r. 1989); Sewell Coal Co. v. FMSHRC,
686 F.2d 1066, 1071 (4th Gr. 1982); Al lied Products Co. V.
EMSHRC, 666 F.2d 890, 893-894 (5th Cr. 1982). It is therefore,
established that an individual mner’s m sconduct in causing a
violation is not a defense against operator liability. Particu-
larly instructive for present purposes is the Comm ssion’s
determ nation that under the liability schene of the Act, an
operator is liable for the violative conduct of its enpl oyees,
regardl ess of whether the operator itself was without fault and
notw t hst andi ng the exi stence of significant enpl oyee m sconduct.
| deal Cenent Co., 13 FMSHRC 1346, 1351 (Septenber 1991). So too,
the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Crcuit has held that an
operator is liable for a violation even where significant em
pl oyee m sconduct caused the violation and it is irrelevant whose
act precipitated the violation. Allied Products, supra at 894.
The exi stence or degree of fault may be taken into account in
determ ning the amount of penalty when negligence is eval uated.
Asarco, supra at 1636. In light of the foregoing, | conclude the
operator is responsible and |iable for the violation.

The Act mandates that where there is a violation, a penalty
must be assessed. A d Ben Coal Conpany, 7 FMSHRC 205, 208
(February 1985); Tazco, Inc., 3 FMSHRC 1895, 1897 (August 1981);
Van Mulverhill Coal Conpany, Inc., 2 FVMSHRC 283, 284 (February
1980); Island Creek Coal Conpany, 2 FMSHRC 279, 280 (February
1980). As set forth above, section 110(i) of the Act specifies
six factors to be considered in setting the anount of penalty.
Gravity is one of the factors. Since the violation in this case
resulted in a fatality, | conclude that it represents the ulti-
mate in gravity. Mreover, the evidence establishes the four
el ements necessary to sustain a significant and substanti al
finding. Peabody Coal Conpany, 17 FMSHRC 508, 510-511 (Apri
1995); Mathies Coal Conpany, 6 FMSHRC 1, 3-4 (January 1984);
Nati onal Gypsum Conpany, 3 FMSHRC 822, 825-826 (April 1981). A
vi ol ation existed which presented the discrete safety hazard of
el ectrocution. In addition, there was a reasonable |ikelihood
the hazard would result in a reasonably serious injury. The
fatality was not a fluke, but a reasonably Iikely consequence of
the foreman’ s hazardous conduct.

The next factor to be considered is negligence. As set
forth supra, decedent acted in a reckless and irresponsible

9



manner by engagi ng in conduct which, in light of his training and
experience, he nust have known was very risky and danger ous.
conclude therefore, that decedent was guilty of the highest
degree of negligence and that his conduct constituted unwarrant-
able failure as that term has been defined by the Comm ssion.
Enmery M ning Corporation, 9 FMSHRC 1997, 2004 (Decenber 1987);
Youghi ogheny and Ghi o Coal Conpany, 9 FMSHRC 2007, 2010 (Decenber
1987). The issue is whether decedent’s negligence is inputable
to the operator for purposes of fixing an appropriate penalty
anount. Under Comm ssion precedent negligence of a rank and file
m ner cannot be inputed unless the operator fails to discharge
its responsibilities with respect to training, supervision or
discipline. U.S. Coal, Inc., 17 FVSHRC 1684, 1686 (Cctober
1995); Rochester & Pittsburgh Coal Conpany, 13 FMSHRC 189, 197
(February 1991); A. H Smth Stone Conpany, 5 FMSHRC 13, 15
(January 1983); Southern Ohio Coal Conpany, 4 FMSHRC 1459, 1464
(August 1982). However, negligence of a supervisor is inputable
to the operator unless the operator can denonstrate that no ot her
mners were put at risk by the supervisor’s conduct and that the
operator took reasonable steps to avoid the particular class of
accident. Nacco Mning Co., 3 FVMSHRC 848, 849-850 (April 1981).
This has been referred to as the Nacco defense. The Conmi ssion
has enphasi zed that an agent’s unexpected m sconduct may result
in a negligence finding where his |lack of care exposed others to
risk or harm |1d. at 851. Even wilful and intentional m scon-
duct of enployees may be inputed. Rochester & Pittsburgh, supra
at 197.

By his m sconduct decedent not only put hinself in peril.
He al so pl aced the boom operator at risk. Testinony fromthe
operator’s corporate safety manager and the MSHA i nspector
i ndicates that confronted with a situation where his supervisor
was el ectrocuted before his eyes, the boomoperator in the stress
of the novenent could have left the truck and stepped onto the
ground, thereby running the risk of becom ng an electrical ground
(Tr. 107, 165). | find that the boom operator was put at risk
because under the circunstances there was a distinct possibility
he coul d have stepped fromthe truck, making hinself a ground.
recogni ze that in this instance the boom operator did not |eave
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the truck, but I do not believe the risk has to mature for it to
have been present. Accordingly, on this basis | conclude that
the Nacco defense is not available to the operator in this case.

In addition, the corporate safety manager believed that
despite outriggers which served as grounds, the boom operat or
woul d have been in danger even on the truck because electricity
m ght not always go to ground (Tr. 107-109). The inspector also
bel i eved the boom operator was at ri sk because hi gh power junps
(Tr. 163). In light of this evidence, | again find that the boom
truck operator was put at risk by decedent’s actions, precluding
a Nacco def ense.

The Nacco defense also is not applicable where the operator
does not take reasonable steps to avert the particular type of
accident that occurred. Evidence regarding the operator’s
orientation and training of new enployees as well as its subse-
guent safety neetings has been set forth and accepted. However,
t he evidence also shows that in the area of the aggregate plant
respondent was not conducting a safe operation. Decedent’s
unsaf e behavior was not an aberration or isolated instance. The
boom truck operator testified that decedent often held the chain
while signaling (Tr. 221). Sonetimnmes decedent held the chain and
sonetinmes he did not (Tr. 225). Oher signalers also held the
chain while directing the boomoperator (Tr. 228-229). The
corporate safety director was not aware that signalers held the
chain while signaling (Tr. 249). He was not sure whether the
operator’s policy regarding holding the chain was spelled out,
but he believed that the general practice was not to hold the
chain (Tr. 249). The operations nmanager, who was decedent’s
supervi sor and who was on site, did not know how decedent and
ot her foreman performed their duties (Tr. 249, 252). Thus, the
record denonstrates that those in managenent above the forenen
had no i dea what was actually happening on the ground. | con-
clude that the operator did not take reasonable steps to prevent
the type of accident that occurred because hol ding the chain
whi l e signaling was an ongoi ng practice. The operator is obliged
not only to train new enpl oyees and hol d safety neetings, but
also to nonitor the activities of mners and forenen to insure
that the safety procedures they have been told about are fol-
| owed. | conclude that on this basis also the Nacco defense is
not available to respondent. 1In light of the foregoing, dece-
dent’s extrenely negligent conduct which constituted unwarrant-
able failure is inputable to the operator for purposes of deter-
m ning an appropriate penalty anount.

Even nore inportantly, | conclude that apart frominputation
of negligence, the operator itself was highly negligent because
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it failed to keep itself apprised of howits quarry was actually
being run. As set forth above, the operator did not provide on
the ground oversight of the actions of its mners and first |evel
supervisors. It is not sufficient for the operator to initially
train its forenen and have them conduct safety neetings, but then
| eave themto their own devices on site when the work i s being
performed. The operator’s deficient and aggravat ed conduct
constituted a very high degree of negligence and unwarrantabl e
failure.

The stipulations of the parties which | have accepted,
address the other criteria specified in section 110(i), supra. |
particularly note the operator’s | ow history of prior violations.
After considering all the 110(i) factors, | determne that a
penalty of $6,000 is appropriate.

The excel l ent post-hearing briefs filed by the parties have
been revi ewed and were nost helpful. To the extent the briefs
are inconsistent with this decision, they are rejected.

ORDER

It is ORDERED that the finding of a violation for Ctation
No. 4088141 be AFFI RVED

It is further ORDERED that the significant and substanti al
finding for Ctation No. 4088141 be AFFI RVED

It is further ORDERED that the high negligence finding for
Ctation No. 4088141 be AFFI RVED

It is further ORDERED that the unwarrantable failure finding
for Ctation No. 4088141 be AFFI RVED

It is further ORDERED that a penalty of $6,000 be ASSESSED

and that the operator PAY $6,000 within 30 days of the date of
t hi s deci si on.

Paul Merlin
Chi ef Adm nistrative Law Judge

Distribution: (Certified Mil)

Karen E. Mock, Esq., Ofice of the Solicitor, U S. Departnent of
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Labor, 1371 Peachtree St., N W, Room 339, Atlanta, GA 30367

Roger L. Sabo, Esqg., Schottenstein, Zox & Dunn, Huntington
Center, 41 South H gh Street, Colunbus, OH 43215
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